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PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO PUBLIC LAW 221 





FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 1956 


ConcreEss OF THE UNITED SraTEs, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CoMMUNITIES, 
Joint ComMITTEE ON Atomic ENERGy, 
Washington, D. C. 
The hearing, held in the auditorium of the Jason Elementary School 
at Richland, Wash., was called to order at 2 p. m. 
Present at the meeting were Senators Jackson (presiding) and Gore. 
Also present: George Norris, Jr., counsel to the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy. 
Senator Jackson. The subcommittee will come to order. 
The hearing this afternoon is pursuant to a deeision made by the 
Subcommittee on Communities of the Joint Committee on Atomic 


nergy. 

First of all, I would like to express our regrets in not being able to 
start this meeting at 10 this morning. We in Congress can do a lot of 
things sometimes, but so far we haven’t been able to do anything 
about the weather. And, actually, it was not the weather in the 
State of Washington that caused this difficulty; I think it was the 
weather that started in Siberia that came on down from the north 
and descended on us. 

Before I open the meeting and call the witnesses, I would like to 
take this opportunity of introducing to you my colleague who serves 
on this subcommittee and, of course, on the full Committee of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Senator Albert Gore of Tennessee. 

Senator Gore, would you like to make a statement? 

Senator Gorn. Thank you, Senator Jackson. 

Oak Ridge, Tenn., like Richland, Wash., is vitally concerned with 
the success of the atomic energy program and vitally concerned, too, 
with the success of the home ownership and self-government programs 
for the two communities. We are here this afternoon to afford the 
people of Richland an opportunity to express their will, their support, 
their opposition, or their pipe | attitude, toward the amendments 
proposed to the act which has now been law for several months; also, 
to express any views with respect to the original act itself. 

The Joint Atomic Energy Committee is very concerned that this 
program be successful. It can only be successful if the people in the 
two respective communities participate responsively and shoulder 
their responsibilities willingly. This kind of development, in my 
opinion, can be obtained only through partnership—partnership 
between the Government and the people most directly concerned. 

I might es that I have been very pleased at the reaction at Oak 
Ridge. We have already had the sale of a few pieces of property. 
The people seem to be very pleased. And, as I said at the luncheon, 
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unless home ownership and self-government are sound principles of 
society, then some way America got started off on the wrong course 
a long time ago. 

Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, Senator Gore. We are very grateful 
to you for being with us today. We regret that other members of the 
subcommittee were not able to be present at the hearing today. It 
is rather difficult while Congress is in session to arrange the hearings 
at a time when you can get a full subcommittee to attend. 

Senator Gore has pointed out that he comes from a State that has 
the other big leg of the atomic energy program, the gaseous diffusion 
plant at Oak Ridge, Tenn., and I do believe we have a great community 
of interest between Oak Ridge and Richland. I am sure the fine co- 
operation demonstrated between the 2 communities in the past will 
continue in the future, and that way we can make both cities a better 
place for the employees who are working in these 2 great installations 
to do a better job for their Government, and the people that they are 
working for. 

It is my understanding that copies of the amendments to the law 
were made available to the people locally, and a narrative statement 
explaining the technical amendments accompanied the proposed 
amendments. I assume that everybody here has had an opportunity 
to see these proposals. 

The Chair understands that from the communications we have re- 
ceived that there is substantial agreement insofar as the pending 
amendments are concerned. 

We have a telegram from Mayor Harold Monson, which was re- 
ceived by Congressman Jack Dempsey, chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Communities, dated February 7, 1956. The wire from Mayor 
Monson is as follows: 

Wish to advise at public meeting in Richland last night no evidence of major 
disagreement with amendment to Public Law 221 was indicated. - 

While we realize there may be somewhat unanimous agreement on 
this matter, we felt that it is only fair and proper that the people of 
this community have an opportunity to be heard, if there is disagree- 
ment on any of the pending proposals. 

The hearing today will ba confined to the proposed amendments. 
Obviously, we cannot reopen the law that has already been passed. 
We held a lengthy hearing on that here and in Washington, D. C. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, I would like to observe that this 
may be somewhat on the order of a certain portion of a ceremony 
with which Senator Jackson has no understanding. You know, there 
is a certain kind of civil ceremony, at one point of which the person 
or official performing the ceremony asks if there are objections, and 
if not made now, hereafter hold your peace. -I hope to get him into 
that kind of a ceremony some of these days. 

Senator Jackson. In the meantime we will try to keep busy look- 
ing after the public interests. 

5 was just reminded by counsel that this is a divorce proceedings 
from the Atomic Energy Commission here today. 

Senator Gorn. You see, he is always frightened by something in 
the future. 

Senator Jackson. The gentleman on my right, I think, is well ac- 
quainted to you folks here, Mr. George Norris, counsel to the Atomic 
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Energy Committee, and counsel to this subcommittee. He is in his 
usual capacity of assisting and advising the committee. I want to 
say that for any of the technical problems you may have in connection 
with the amendments, he will be here to assist us and help us, at the 
conclusion of the meeting. I hope that you will not hesitate to call 
upon Mr. Norris, or any of us, if there is anything we can do to help. 

Our first witness this afternoon will be the mayor of your city, 
Mayor Harold O. Monson, of the Richland City Council. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD MONSON, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF 
RICHLAND, WASH. 


Mr. Monson. Senator Gore, Senator Jackson, and Mr. Norris. I 
am Mayor Harold Monson. On behalf of the people of Richland, it 
is a pleasure to welcome you to our city. Senator Jackson and Mr. 
Norris we have seen a number of times, but I believe, Senator Gore, 
this is the first opportunity most of those here have had to meet you 
personally. We here in Richland are aware of and appreciate the 
efforts of yourselves and the other members of the Joint Committee 
to develop acceptable and workable legislation that will permit those 
who desire to own their own homes and to grant us our franchise in 
the form of local self-government. Your interest has been demon- 
strated by your recognition of the difficulties encountered with Public 
Law 221 and your preparation of the amendment which we are here to 
discuss today. 

Chairman Dempsey’s instructions were that this hearing be limited 
to the amendment previously forwarded to us. The Richland City 
Council has reviewed the recommendations presented by your com- 
mittee and we held a well-publicized meeting on the amendment pro- 
visions last Monday evening. Specific recommendations were ex- 
pressed in regard to the provisions for commercial property and for 
financing house improvements. No objections have been given to the 
council on the remainder of the amendment and no additional amend- 
ments to Public Law 221 have been proposed by or to the council. 

With reference to section I of the amendment, the Richland City 
Council concurs in the recommendation of the Federal leaseholders 
that the first proposal be adopted. In spire of the fact that this 
proposal may present administrative difficulties, we believe that the 
provision of improvement credits for all commercial properties is 
more equitable than the alternate. 

In regard to sections II, III, IV, and V, of the proposed amend- 
ment, we do not disagree with those subsections recommended by the 
HHFA to facilitate a more orderly transfer of the residential and 
commercial properties by the sales agent. 

Subsection B of section II is a compromise between the 1955 draft 
provision allowing removal of substandard housing with salvage 
credit and the legislation as passed. In this respect the proposed 
amendment is a distinct improvement over Public Law 221 in rela- 
tion to correcting the substandard housing conditions existing in 
Richland. However, there is still a definite feeling in Richland that 
further encouragement and assistance should be given to those prefab 
occupants who might wish to build standard housing on the lot which 
they now occupy. 

It is with some concern that we give testimony at this hearing on 
the amendment to Public Law 221. We realize that by opening the 
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bill for needed betterments in commercial financing, and other changes 
as recommended in the proposed amendment, the possibility exists 
for other amendments on the floor of Congress which could detract 
from the favorable aspects of the bill. We trust that this possibility 
has been fully explored by the committee and that all parliamentary 
ern will be exercised to prevent unfavorable changes in the 


I thank you again for the opportunity of appearing before you. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, Mayor. There are 1 or 2 questions 
that I have. Do you know offhand how many prefabs are involved 
in this area in this bill? 

Mr. Monson. As I recall, around 600. Mr. Fennessy? 

Mr. Fennessy. 1,277. 

Senator Jackson. State your full name, Mr. Fennessy. 

Mr. Fennessy. Thomas Fennessy. 

Senator Jackson. And your position. 

Mr. Fennessy. Director of the Community Division of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

Senator Jackson. And what is that figure again? 

Mr. Fennessy. 1,277; 1,277 prefab units of 1, 2, and 3 bedrooms. 

Senator Jackson. Of that number, are most of them in relative 
good condition, or what is the breakdown on that? 

Mr. Fennessy. On all of them? All rehabilitated, with pitched 
roofs and new sidings put on them, and skirtings. And they are 
kept in a constant state of repair, internally. They are all on wood 
uprights—stilts. 

Senator Jackson. They are on posts? 

Mr. Funnessy. Wood posts, or piers. 

Senator Jackson. You are familiar possibly with section 52 of 
chapter V, of Public Law 221. Subsection (1) provides that— 
structures, which in the opinion of the Commission should be removed from the 
community because of unsanitary type of structure, condition or location— 
this is an exception to the disposal provision of the law. Now, do 
these structures here come under that definition? 

Mr. Frennessy. These structures here do not come under that 
definition. 

Senator Jackson. They do not. So they would require specific 
legislation, in your judgment? 

Mr. FENNEssY. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Counsel has a question, Mr. Norris. 

Mr. Norris. In the proposed amendment to rewrite section 62-B, 
the Commission has given authorization to advance for rebuildi 
of such property. Does the council feel that rebuilding is not broa 
enough to cover the matter, because again, I assure you, the HHFA 
went pretty far in rewording this bill. 

Mr. Monson. The only question the council had, of course, would 
be the appraisal made on the value of the prefabs. If the appraisal 
was such it would permit the salvage of a prefab without a con- 
siderable financial loss. It is felt the provision in the bill is adequate. 

Mr. Norris. I had one more question for Mr. Fennessy. Did I 
understand you to say these prefabs are on piers? 

Mr. Fennessy. They are on piers; yes, sir. 

Mr. Norris. I did not understand that Richland had any peers 
except Oak Ridge. 
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Mr. Fennessy. We have a waterfront, too. 

Senator Jackson. Well, Mayor, thank you very much. We appre- 
ciate having your statement and your testimony. 

The next witness is Mr. Harold G. Morgan, president of the 
chamber of commerce. 

Now, Mr. Morgan, it won’t be necessary for you to testify unless 
you want to expand on the statement you presented to the com- 
=o I have your statement here. With your permission, I will 
read it. 

Mr. Moraan. Fine. 

Senator Jackson. It might save some time. 

This is a letter dated February 10, 1956, addressed to the Joint 
Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy, at the hearing in 
Richland, Wash., February 10, 1956: 


SraTemMEent or Haroup G. MorGan, Presipent, GREATER RICHLAND CHAMBER 
or Commercs, RicHLAND, WasH, 


Gentlemen, The Greater Richland Chamber of Commerce would like to go on 
record at this hearing in connection with Public Law 221, in favor of the first 
amendment, section 1, amending section 36A, and not the alternate given in the 
prgpowe amendment. 


e would also recommend the amendment as written in paragraph 3, section 62. 


Senator Jackson. Mr. Morgan, did you have anything that you 
wanted to add? I am not trying to cut you off. 

Mr. Moraan. No; there is nothing to add. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question. 
What do you mean by “Greater Richland?” 

Mr. Morean. I’m afraid I’ll have to ask Mr. Walton, who is one 
of the first presidents of the Chamber of Commerce. 

Senator Gore. You don’t mean greater than Oak Ridge? 

Mr. Mora@an. It is possible. 

Senator Jackson. The next witness is Mr. McVickers, representing 
the Federal Leaseholders, Inc. 


STATEMENT OF VIRGIL O. McVICKERS, REPRESENTING THE 
FEDERAL LEASEHOLDERS, INC, 


Mr. McVicxers. I am representing the commercial operators and 
businessmen of Richland, Wash. The Federal Leaseholders, Inc., of 
Richland, Wash., representing the commercial operators, do hereby 
wish to present the following brief, upon the latest amendment herein 
attached to this document: 


Fesrvuary 10, 1956, 
To the Atomic Energy Commission Hearing, Jason Lee School, Richland, Wash. 

GENTLEMEN: The Federal Leaseholders, Inc., of Richland, Wash., representing 
the commercial operators, do hereby wish to present the following brief upon the 
latest amendments herein attached to this document: 

“Whereas, Public Law 221 as passed by Congress did not allow or give any 
credit to improvements or enhancement of Government’s interest, we do hereby 
urge the final adoption by your committee the amendment as written, section 1 
amending section 36a, and not the alternate given in the proposed amendments.” 
aomagee etre corrects the deficiency regarding commercial credits in Public 

w 1. 

‘‘Whereas Public Law 221 did not make any arrangements for the financing of 
commercia] properties of conventional means or moneys were not available; we 
do hereby move the amendment as stated in paragraph C of section 62 be 
adopted.’ 


75660—56——2 
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This amendment corrects the deficiency of financing of commercial properties 
in Public Law 221. It assures the complete disposal of commercial properties. 

“‘Whereas the other changes in, or amendments to, do not affect the com- 
mercial operators directly, we further feel that legislative changes in the amend- 
ments to Public Law 221, as proposed, certainly indicate that the interest of all 
citizens of Richland has been included by a fair approach to residential properties 
as well as to commercial.” 

Part 2 of this brief is a copy of our request to Atomic Energy Commission re- 
garding certain considerations under rules and regulations. 


Feperat LEAsEHOLDERs, INC., 
Vine, O. McVIcKERs, / 
Chairman. 


Senator Jackson. Do you wish to file that brief? I don’t think, 
unless someone wants it read, that it will be necessary. If you 
wish to read it, you may do so. 

Mr. McVicxkers. I would like to read this statement: 


DeEcEeMBER 19, 1955. 
Atomic EnErcy CoMMISssION, 
Richland Regional Office, Richland, Wash. 


GENTLEMEN: The leaseholders of commercial properties in Richland do hereby 
take exception to Public Law 221, 84th Congress, as to the financing of the above 
upon disposal. 

We further contend that Public Law 221 is discriminatory in that the same 
rights, grants, and benefits accruing to residential properties does not carry over to 
commercial properties. 

Remedial action, which cannot be determined by rules and regulations set up 
by the Atomic Energy Commission, has been requested for further legislation. 

We hereby submit the following to be included under rules and regulations of 
the Atomic Energy Commission: 


“LESSEE’S RIGHTS UPON SALE OF PREMISES 


“1, The selling agent does hereby covenant that the demised premises will 
not be sold unless and until the lessee shall have been given notice of the intention 
to sell and the appraised price of the said premises as to the lessee’s individual 
parcel, and shall have been given a period of 90 days in which to make an offer 
at the appraised price of said premises. 

“2. The selling agent or the Commission further covenants that if the roe 
price is not acceptable to the lessee, and thereafter the said premises is offered for 
public bid, the lessee shall be notified of said sale and shall be notified of the best 
acceptable offer to the selling agent for the said premises, and shall be given an 
additional period of 90 days in which to meet said offer. 


“APPEAL BOARD 


“An appeal board shall be set up composed of 3 members, 1 from the selling 


agent, or Commission, 1 from the Federal Leaseholders, and 1 at large to review 
any question subject to dispute that might arise regarding disposal of commer- 
cial properties. 

“FINANCING 


“Legislative action has been requested.” 
Yours very truly, 
FeperAL LEASEHOLDERS, INC., 
Virait O. McVicKERs, 
Chairman. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, may I have a question? 

Chairman Jackson. Senator Gore. 

Senator Gorge. Do I understand from your previous statement that 
the amendments which we have developed satisfactorily meet the 
objections to the original law which you have just read? 

Mr. McVicxers. Under the circumstances, the amendment to sec- 
tion 1, amending section 36A, are agreeable. I would like to say for 
the record at this time, the commercial people in Richland feel it is 
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very pertinent that the amendment to section 1, amending section 
36A, be as offered, and the reason for that is that we have paid suffi- 
cient rentals to offset any reversionary interest that the Government 
might have in those properties. We feel that when we came here as 
small individual businessmen, that for the first time in our lives we 
were entering into a lease agreement with the Government. There- 
fore, it was something new to us, and we are convinced that some of 
us bid too highly and paid a too dear price for the land on which our 
buildings are now resting. Therefore, for this reason we feel that the 
Government has not a reversionary interest in that building, and if 
we were to consider the reversionary interest on top of high rentals 
we have been paying for this leased land, then the Government would 
have a double windfall, and we certainly feel that there is no ground 
in this case that the Government should have this windfall. 

Senator Gorn. You think one windfall for the Government is 
enough? 

Mr. McVickers. That certainly is correct. I want to say for the 
record that wherever there has been an arbitration between the 
Atomic Energy Commission on the one hand and commercial property- 
owners on the other hand that in this arbitration in court, that it has 
been in favor of the lessee. Therefore, that is sufficient proof that 
the rentals and repayments have been extremely high. 

Senator Gore. But you are satisfied with the amendments which 
we in Co have worked out? 

Mr. McVicxers. Yes. Now, I would like to ask you a question, 
Senator Gore: What is your feeling in regard to section 1 amending 
section 36A? 

Senator Gore. Well, we are out here to see what you feel about it. 
I think it is all right myself. We hope it is. At least, the people of 
Oak Ridge seem to think it is all right, and I just gathered that you 
thought it is all right. If we three think it is all right, I guess it 1s. 

Mr. McVicxsrs. Senator Jackson, how do you feel about it? 

Senator Jackson. Are you asking that we vote right now? I must 
say that it is really refreshing to watch a witness take on 1 or 2 Sena 
tors. I was on a committee once investigating people and we interro- 
gated the witness. But seriously, I think obviously that this is a 
sensible amendment. That is why we proposed it. We do not, 
however, attempt in this hearing to substitute our views for those of 
the Ps. whom we ere I don’t mean just the people of 
Richland, but the people of the United States. Our purpose in 
age this hearing, of course, was to get the views of the people 
in Richland and vicinity on this particular subject. I will take this 
record back to the committee and the committee will have the benefit 
of reading the testimony. After they have read the testimony, 
then, of course, they will, have an opportunity to vote on it in the 
committee. As you know, the testimony will then be printed and 
every Senator will have a copy of it before he votes on this amendment 
to Public Law 221. That is the way the legislative process works. 

Mr. McVicxers. Thank you, Senator Jackson. I would like to 
be put on record at this time that in Richland we have a situation 
that is not comparable to Oak Ridge. At Oak Ridge many of the 
businesses are housed and have been housed in buildings constructed 
by the Government. In Richland here the businessmen here are in 
their own buildings and not Government buildings. Therefore, we 
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do have a very vital interest in this reversionary clause, and some 
individuals, some businessmen of the town, feel that the amounts 
that they would pay on this reversionary proposition would be terrific. 

Senator Jackson. The committee wants to get the views of the 
people directly. But of course the executive branch has a right we 
do not have in Congress—that is, the right of veto. And I want to 
call your attention to the fact that the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency and the Atomic Energy Commission I believe are inclined to 
the alternate position. That is why we were anxious to have your 
views. We appreciate having your testimony. 

Mr. McVicxers. Thank you. 

Senator Jackson. The next witness is Mr. Cornelius Groot. 

Mr. Norris. Mr. McVickers, before you leave the stand may I ask 
to have your permission to include in the record in appendix A the 
two letters of Decanther 20 and December 2, both dealing with the 
problem of finances? 

Mr. McVicxmrs. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. State your name, and whether you are speaking 
for yourself or representing any group. 


STATEMENT OF CORNELIUS GROOT 


Mr. Groot. I am speaking for myself. I am running for office in 
this town. I hope I am speaking for more people than just myself, 
but I will find that out on election day. 

Section 62, Commission financing, in the proposed amendment 
provides for financing of purchases of the houses and commercial prop- 
erties. It is recognized that Commission financing is undesirable, in 
that it does not get the Commission out of the housing business. 
Henee private financing is to be encouraged by allowing the Commis- 
sion to assume the fees and sell the notes at a discount. 

There is another way to accomplish these ends, which seems to me 
more direct, more easily understood, and less subject to manipulation. 
This is to use the same procedure that ended the bitter discussion of 
the ‘buy back’ clause. This would be to add to section 36 a new 
paragraph to read: 

Persons purchasing property pursuant to the provisions of section 52, who do 
not desire to avail themselves of the financing provisions of section 62, shall be 
entitled to an additional deduction of 10 percent of the appraised value of the 
property in addition to any other deductions set forth in this section. 

The provision of payment of “reasonable charges” leaves itself open 
to much dispute as to what are reasonable charges. In general, I 
believe that lawyers consider. their fees to be reasonable, even charita- 
ble, while their clients believe with equal unanimity that the lawyer 
fees are excessive. Further, if charges can be paid by the Commission, 
I am sure that the charges will be made and the Commission billed, 
even if no services are rendered. I do not believe it to be the intention 
of this committee to enrich moneylenders, but rather to get the 
Government out of the housing business. The most direct and effec- 
tive way of doing this is to give a discount to those buyers who do 
indeed get the Government out of the housing business. 

It would cost the Government very little, if anything, if this dis- 
count clause were added to the bill, instead of the “reasonable charges”’ 
clause. The Commission would not have the reasonable charges to 











PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO PUBLIC LAW 221 Y 


pay, or the cost involved in determining what is reasonable. It 
would, in many cases, avoid the trouble of financing the house, and 
avoid the loss in selling the notes at a discount under section d of the 
amendment, or the trouble in collecting under a note expected ap- 
parently in section 3—the amendment to section 116. 

This discount procedure avoids some of the conniving that might 
otherwise be connected with the sale of the houses, and which might 
give the whole disposal a bad name. In other words, What is a 
reasonable charge for refinancing my own house? For example, if 
C. Groot loans C. Groot $10,000 to buy his house, to what fee is 
C. Groot entitled? Or if C. Groot buys the mortgage on his own 
house—if he financed it with the Commission—how much will the 
Commission realize from the sale? 

In summary, section 62, as amended, or even as it is in the bill, is 
going to cause trouble and expense to the Commission. A discount 
to those buyers who save the Commission this trouble and expense 
will cost little and speed the work. 

Senator Jackson. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. Groot. That is my statement. 

Senator Jackson. In effect, what you are suggesting in part is a 
10 percent reduction for cash? 

Mr. Groor. For cash to the Commission. In general I would 
expect it to be private financing with the Commission. We scare up 
the money somehow or other. 

Senator Jackson. You arrange your own financing? 

Mr. Groor. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. One of the problems that counsel has called my 
attention to is that the Bureau of Budget opposed the previous 10- 
percent reduction. I mean this would be in addition to 10 percent 
stipulated in section 52 at the present time. I am merely stating 
what our problem is. As you know, when we were here the last time, 
we said we had no way of guaranteeing that any bill we worked out 
as a result of a hearing would necessarily be approved by the Senate. 
We had quite a hassle on the floor of the Senate getting the previous 
bill approved, as you may know if you read the Congressional Record. 

Mr. Groor. You did well. 

Senator Jackson. I wanted to mention this one factor we are up 
against because if we go too far, then we invite a veto by the President, 
and the Bureau of the Budget speaks for the President and that is 
one of the problems we will ee to resolve. 

Mr. Groor. That is entirely true. The point is well taken. The 
problem here is, there is an option here that is going to cost the 
Commission money. Some of us don’t need this option. The Com- 
mission would be much better off if it didn’t have to give us this 
option. We would like to have that option in another form, if 
possible. 

Senator Jackson. I might say this discounting matter has been a 
very troublesome problem for all of us. Senator Sparkman and a 
number of us are joining in a bill that we hope will result in the 
elimination of that practice. The discounting practice I know in 
this State has become quite a problem. I think it is a very serious 
abuse insofar as individuals are concerned who are trying to get a 
loan on their old home or building a new home. We would like to 
see it eliminated entirely. ‘This provision is merely in there to 
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recognize the facts of financing, at the present time. It is a fact 
that we recognize exists and that is why we had to include it. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Groot, I think there is a great deal of merit to 
your suggestion—certainly one which the committee will want to 
consider. 

You used the term with which I am not entirely familiar and it 
prompts me to inquire its real meaning, in the hope that it is some- 
thing that I might wish to know. What do you mean by “scaring 
up money’’? 

Mr. Groor. For myself, I am liquidating my own assets and buying 
my house for cash and my next door neighbor will have to borrow the 
a from his mother, and the others are going to get it in some other 
fashion. 

Senator Gore. There is still an unknown quantity. 

Mr. Groot. Still an unknown quantity. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much, Dr. Groot. 

The next witness is Mr. James E. Minor. I might say that we are 
calling these names because these are individuals who have asked to 
be heard. If anyone hasn’t had an opportunity to be heard, you may 
be heard as soon as we have called the list that was presented to us. 

State your name, and who you represent? 


STATEMENT OF JAMES MINOR 


Mr. Minor. My name is James Minor. I represent myself. I am 
in much the same position as Dr. Groot, since I have had my name 
placed on the ballot for this election. I know some people at least 
who will agree with my statements, and I will find out whether the 
others will. 

I make this statement, actually this is not a part of the brief, but 
I make this statement at the risk of appearing repetitious, because we 
have had most of them said before. The only reason I take this time 
is because I think they are important enough to say again. We have 
come a little nearer to success in the second or third or fourth repeti- 
tion. I did not at the time I made up the brief have access to the 
exact wordings of the proposed amendments, although I knew their 
general contents. I wish to comment on what I believe to be the 
inadequacy of Government funds not only to underwrite the purchase 
of residential property, but also underwrite the rebuilding of that. 
property. 

Since I do not have access to copies of the currently proposed 
amendments to Public Law 221, I cannot make specific reference to 
their content. I wish, however, to comment on the inadequacy of the 
amendment which proposesto make available, under certain conditions, 
Government funds not only to underwrite the purchase of residential 
property but also for the renovation, rebuilding, and modernization of 
that residential property. 

There are in Richland a large number of small, single-unit dwellings 
known as prefabs. 

These units are substandard in every respect. Lack of adequate 
foundation to support their revised roof structure, lack of central 
heating, and lack of adequate exits for minimum safety requirements 
are only three of the most obvious defects. 

Prior to the adoption of Public Law 221 the suggestion was made 
that purchasers of residential property be allowed to salvage the exist- 
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ing structure and apply for credit on the purchase price of house and 
lot, so that the revised price would cover only the cost of the lot plus 
any profit on the salvage of the house. It was hoped that this proviso 
would encourage the removal of at least a portion of these substandard 
structures. 

The present suggested amendments are not an adequate replace- 
ment for this proviso. Under the suggested amendment a tenant 
would be required to purchase the existing structure, remove it at his 
own expense and without credit on the original cost, and finally build 
anew house. He would thus in effect simply have acquired an over- 
priced lot. 

The use of Government funds to permit additions to such struc- 
tures as the prefabs is not practical. At a meeting of the Richland 
City Council on February 6, 1956, one of the council members pointed 
out that the building code to be adopted when the city is incorporated 
most probably would not permit additions to a prefab structure. 
Thus funds provided under this amendment could not be utilized to 
add to the space available in these small structures. A small fraction 
of these prefabs are now occupied by retired persons or people who 
will retire in the near future. For these people, who are not the heads 
of growing families and whose housing needs are settled, the prefabs 
may be adequate housing for the next few years. In a far larger 
number of cases, however, these dwellings are occupied by younger 
couples with families. Housing more suitable for growing families 
is not, in many cases, available to these people except in private 
rental quarters at far higher rentals. At the time of the sale, these 
people will be faced with the choice of purchasing the prefab, which 
cannot be expanded to meet their housing needs, of renting for an 
additional year and chancing the future, or of leaving Richmond. It 
is the stated policy of Public Law 221 to minimize the number of 
dislocations. If the family in question choose to retain the prefab, 
this forced choice will in many instances soon result in severe over- 
crowding of the dwelling. Living in these conditions will often lead 
to strained family relations and increased juvenile delinquency. 

Federal housing similar to these prefabs has recently been sold in 
several areas of the Pacific Northwest. In every instance with which 
I am acquainted, structures of this quality have been sold for removal 
only—never for continued occupancy on site. It does not seem that 
an escape clause in Public Law 221 permitting and encouraging re- 
moval of such housing should be considered a departure from previous 
policy. The Federal Government normally assists in slum removal 
and in combatting juvenile delinquency. If Public Law 221 stands 
as written, and an economic penalty is imposed for the removal of 
these prefabs, the Federal Government will be directly responsible 
for permitting the growth of slum conditions and for increasing juve- 
nile delinquency in a considerable portion of Richland. 

If it is felt that a general provision permitting credit for the removal 
of existing structures would be unduly expensive, this expense could 
easily be limited by placing an upper limit of, for example, $3,000, as 
purely one example, on the credit to be granted for the removal of an 
existing structure. This would militate against removal of some of 
the more expensive housing. 

I believe that carefully written disposal legislation, ably adminis- 
trated, will permit the establishment here of a clean and modern city 
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which will be an asset to the State of Washington and a credit to the 
action of the Federal Government. I do not believe that the present 
legislation will accomplish this purpose. The provision I am again 
proposing will work no magic in renovating the city, but it will be a 
definite step in that direction. I respectfully urge the Joint Com- 
mittee to adopt this provision and to work for its adoption by Congress 
as a whole. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Minor. It has been the estab- 
lished policy of the Congress to require the removal of wartime 
temporary housing. 

Mi r. Minor. I think that describes our prefabs perfectly. 

Senator Jackson. That was the question I was going to put to you. 
Do you feel that these prefabs that you have made reference to in your 
testimony are comparable to the type of housing that Congress has 
previously decreed shall be removed from the premises? 

Mr. Minor. I believe in some cases housing which has been 
ee from the premises has been considerably better than our 

refabs. 
Senator Jackson. I don’t believe that the prefabs represent any- 
thing that the Federal Government would normally erect as a 
permanent structure. 

Do you have any questions, Senator? 

Senator Gors. Well, I don’t know that I have any question, except 
I would like to say that we have some of the problems at Oak Ridge 
with the prefab or substandard structure, more, I believe, than you 
have here. 

You might be interested to know that some of the wartime struc- 
tures in Washington are this month being demolished. I think I find 


myself in considerable sympathy with the point of view which you 
express. 

Senate Jackson. Thank you very much, Mr. Minor. We appreci- 
ate having your testimony. 

The next and the last witness listed is Mr. Charles E. Benton. 
We have a letter from him and, if you wish, Mr. Benton, we can read 
your letter into the record or—— 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E, BENTON 


Mr. Benton. I would like to make some comments. 

Senator Jackson. All right. We will include your letter, then, in 
the record and then you wish to make some comments on the letter, 
is that it? 

Mr. Benton. On this prefab—— 

Senator Jackson. Just a minute before you start in so we will get 
the record straight. 

Will it be all right if we include your letter in the record? 

Mr. Benton. Yes, sir; yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. All right. State your name first, please, and 
who you represent. 

Mr. Benton. My name is Charles E. Benton. I am representing 
a group of people that wish to buy, including myself. 

The prefab residence of today pares than one-tenth of 1 
percent of retired or retiring people. I have lived in a prefab approx- 
imately 12 years. Richland will be sold, that is for sure. If the 
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occupants don’t buy, there is nothing left to do but to sell to a holding 

company. Should that occur, rents and utilities are going to go up in 
price. 

rates prefabs can be rebased or a foundation put under them, and 

rfectly satisfied that mine will last the next 25 years, because 

i has en cared for and others that I know of have been cared for, 


ela Jackson. Well, now, right at that point, are you taking 
exception to the testimony of the previous witness? 

Mr. Benton. I do. 

Senator Jackson. You want to keep yours? 

Mr. Benton. I do. 

Senator Jackson. Well, under his proposal, as I understand it, 
there is nothing to prevent you from keeping it. Jn other words, you 
have an alternative, you can 

Mr. Benton. That is what I am asking, is that this act not be 
changed as the houses will be destroyed. 

Senator Jackson. How many others feel similarly to you? 

Mr. Benton. There are quite a few of my friends very personally 
that I know of. 

Senator Jackson. All right, you may proceed. 

Mr. Benton. That is all. 

Senator Jackson. Well, just a minute. Senator Gore, do you have 
any questions? 

Senator Gorr. No; that is all. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. We appreciate your testi- 
mony, Mr. Benton. 





PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. BENTON 


As a representative for disposal, I wish to call your attention ~~ the following: 

1. After approximately 6 years, we do have a bill of dis 
7 2. We feel that this bill, as is, is sufficient and fair to both the po and also the 

uyer 

3. We feel that to reopen this bill will only reopen further controversy and 
bickering with no benefit to either side. 

4. We feel that any further delay will only cause a deteriorating effect in the 
sale of Richland. 

5. You will probably hear we had an election here in Richland and that dis- 
posal was overwhelmingly defeated. 

6. The antidisposalists set up a chain telephone-calling campaign as to where 
one called up a friend or an acquaintance and ask them to go and vote against the 
bill and they in turn were instructed to call five friends or acquaintances and give 
those the same instructions. 

7. This election was in no way binding. 

8. Those that wished to buy, being as this election was not binding in no way, 
did net vote—hence the antidisposalists got out quite a vote. 

9. Our city council and our businessmen do not favor the reopening of this bill 
to any further controversy and delay. 

10. To my personal knowledge, many of those that want to buy are getting 
rn discouraged in the sale of Richland as we wish to make alterations and 

oa and the longer delay only hinders us in making these changes. 

e pray you and your committee will not reopen this bill or any portion of it to 
cause any further delay. 


Senator Jackson. The last witness listed is Mr. Paul Lewis. If 
anyone else desires to be heard, would you bring your name up, 


lease, to Mr. Norris so that we can give you an opportunity to be 
eard? 
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Mr. Lewis, just have a chair and state your name and who you 
represent. 
STATEMENT OF PAUL R. LEWIS 


Mr. Lewis. Well, I am Paul R. Lewis, representing now primarily 
myself. I happen to be a member of one of the business firms in town, 

I heard you gentlemen say or I believe I understood that you were 
not questioned—not quite that way—but we have an amendment 
that has a definite stated two parts and 

Senator Jackson. Now, which amendment are you talking about? 

Mr. Lewis. Section 1. That has to do with the commercial credits, 
if any. 

Senator Jackson. Well, what you mean to say is that in the pro- 
posed draft, we have two alternatives to amending this section or 
amend section 36a? 

Mr. Lewis. That is correct; and I don’t see how we can be in a 
position to recommend both. 

Senator Jackson. I don’t suppose, logically, you would recommend 
alternatives because they are not the same. 

Mr. Lewis. Well, that is the reason that I asked to speak, Senator 
Jackson. 

Senator Jackson. What is the problem? I don’t quite follow you 
In other words, you feel that we are confusing it by giving you a 
choice? We are not suggesting that both be adopted. Obviously, 
they wouldn’t. 

Mr. Lewis. No. We, as I understood it, we were asked to—— 

Senator Jackson. You favor one or the other? 

Mr. Lewis. One or the other. 

Senator Jackson. Now I understand. 

Mr. Lewis. I happen to belong to the Federal Leaseholders group 
and we have recommended both by the brief and otherwise that we 
are in favor of the original part, section 1. 

Senator Jackson. And not the alternative? 

Mr. Lewis. Not the alternative. 

Senator Jackson. That is the view of the Federal Leaseholders? 

Mr. Lewis. That is correct, and it is the view, I think, of your 
commercial interests generally. 

Senator Jackson. Now, are your views the same? 

Mr. Lewis. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. You concur in that decision of the Federal 
Leaseholders? 

Mr. Lewis. That is correct. And I was a little at a loss to under- 
stand, if I understood correctly, that this committee, of which you, 
I believe, are a member as well as Senator Gore, favor the other. 

Is that my understanding? 

Senator Jackson. It is pews to me. 

Mr. Lewis. Well, the comment that you made when Mr. MeVickers 
was speaking, I was a little confused as to just where we sat at the 
present moment, as to whether we endorse the present legislation 
or not. 

Senator Gorn. If you don’t, you come to Washington. 

Mr. Lewis. I would like to do that. Is that incorrect? 

Senator Gore. The committee has taken no such position. As I 
understand it, the draft has been presented and we are here to obtain 
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the views and your arguments and the desires and wishes of the 
people of Richland. There are alternative suggestions in section 1. 
You have stated you favor the first and not the alternative suggestion. 
I believe that is generally the recommendation of the other witnesses 
who have appeared. Is that true? 

Mr. Lewis. Well, that is correct, but I know that this reversionary 
interest has been kicked around from the start of the original legisla- 
tion, and I know that you men are in a hurry, so I would like to just 
say something here regarding this reversionary interest: That I am 
wondering if it is understood by all of the people that will be called 
upon to pass on this. We who were invited to come in to Richland 
and set up a business in approximately the year 1949, were promised 
most everything in the book and, feeling that we were dealing with the 
Government and probably could in good faith, we went along with 
this. Now that they have decided to sell it, they say, do you know 
that when we decide to sell it, we have about a half interest in your 
property in many instances. At the time they were not allowed, when 
we were building, to have long-term leases. Then the men with the 
short-term leases, when you talk about a reversionary interest, the 
man who was able, by pressure later, to build got 55-year leases, with 
option of 44, making it 99 years. I often wonder if the people who 
are involved in passing on this will take those things into consideration. 
I have heard the Government has said they will not get the rever- 
sionary interest and the reversionary interest was limited to the 
original people that came in here and went into the business. 

Senator Gore. I will say this: The discussion of this problem by the 
Joint Committee has been rather extensive. Your problems are of 
one kind here. Oak Ridge, however, is not allowed a similar program. 
There, most of the commercial tenants are, as has been stated here, 
tenants in Government buildings, but those businessmen have made 
extensive repairs, improvements, and additions to those buildings, 
until the present value of the buildings has only a remote relationship 
to the condition the buildings would have been in, except for the 
remodeling undertaken by the tenant himself. Therefore, there would 
be a reversionary interest there. However, in discussing this prob- 
lem, or these problems, both those that arise in Richland and those 
that arise in Oak Ridge, the committee has been cognizant of the 
uncertainties of the community operations here, the uncertainties 
under which the businessmen entered into a contract, and even the 
Government at first as to the permanence and to the feasibility of the 
projects and the extent to which it might go. I think the committee 
has not only been mindful of those things, but I am sure that there is a 
very willing attitude toward generosity in dealing with them. 

Mr. Lewis. Well, thank you, Senator Gore. I would like to take 
just one more moment to say that I as an individual would like our 
Washington delegation to support the first part of section 1. Thank 
you, very much. 

Senator Jackson. I just want to make a comment before you leave, 
Mr. Lewis. The substance of the first suggestion, section 1, is a 
result of a comment made by the business people in Oak Ridge, and 
the Joint Committee made some alterations to it, but the proposal 
came from Oak Ridge. The second alternative is from the executive 
branch of the Government. I think it was from the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency and the Atomic Energy Commission. The 
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point that they objected to in the first suggestion is that it might be 
difficult of administration. In fairness, we put both of those pro- 
posals in, in order that the people here would have an opportunity to 
consider both suggestions. 

Mr. Lewis. Senator Jackson, I realize that, and I assure you that 
the same proposal was discussed here, and was not recommended 
to you, only hoping at the time not to involve your amendment any 
more seriously than necessary, but it was a problem that we found was 
of supreme consequence to us. 

Senator Gore. You agree that the provision is of no great effect? 

Mr. Lewis. I do. 

Mr. Norris. Do I have permission from you to insert in the record 
the letter you wrote to me on November 2, with respect to the financial 
problem of the commercial interests here? 

Mr. Lewis. You have it, Mr. Norris. 

Senator Jackson. Is there anyone else who would like to be heard 
at this time? If so, would the individuals please stand? The Chair 
does not see anyone standing or indicating a desire-—— 

Mr. Giucnrist. I would like to say something. 

Chairman Jackson. Is it in connection with the proposal? 

Mr. Grucurist. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. All right. Will you come forward and state 
your name. State your name and who you represent. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES GILCHRIST 


Mr. Giucurist. My name is James Gilchrist. 

Senator Jackson. Can you give your address? 

Mr. Gitcurist. 1531 Morrison. I would like to bring up, as you 
said—you say everybody had a copy of these amendments. I weuld 
like to point out that I think probably everybody has not a th of 
the amendments and not very many people have a copy of the bill 
so a lot of these things 

Senator Jackson. Well, we notified the local people in the papers 
and they were available in the city. We couldn’t get them all printed, 
as we did before. Did you request a copy and didn’t get one? 

Mr. Griucnrist. No; j didn’t request a copy. 

Senator Jackson. The law, of course, the original bill that was pro- 
posed, was mailed to everyone in Richland, and of course the law is 
available upon request. Did you ever request a copy of the law? 

Mr. Giucurist. No; I didn’t request a copy of the law. 

Senator Jackson. I mean, that is the usual procedure. Whenever 
you request one, we will certainly make one available to you. 

Mr. Grucurist. I would like to ask a question here. I was given 
to understand that unless the city incorporated that the Atomic 
Energy Commission would hold the funds, and I would like to know 
if that is a democratic way of doing things within a free Government; 
that if we don’t go along with what the Government says, that they 
will withhold the funds. I may be mistaken but that is what I have 
heard. 

Senator Jackson. Where did you hear that? 

Mr. Giucurist. Well, I have heard it from a person who attended 
a meeting. 

Senator Jackson. I don’t know of any requirement in this bill that 
the city must be incorporated. That is a matter of State law. If a 
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State doesn’t have a law on incorporation, I don’t know that the 
Federal Government could require that. 

Mr. Giucurist. Then that is not so, that the city doesn’t have to 
incorporate? 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, I don’t know of any city in the 
United States that has a municipal government that is not incorporated, 
and I don’t know how you could have a self-government without a 
municipal corporation. I don’t quite understand the problem. It 
seems to me a city of 30,000 people, to have self-government, would 
of necessity have to incorporate it. 

Senator Jackson. The Chair understand that there are unincor- 
porated cities in this State, as there are in other States, but the local 
problem with the unincorporated cities are obvious. 

_ Mr. Gitcurist. I am not speaking either for or against incorpora- 
tion. 

Senator Jackson. Just a minute until I finish. I haven’t had a 
chance to go through all of the provisions of this bill, but in order to 
receive property from the Federal Government, you must have a 
governmental entity; that is, a certain local power, in order to receive 
the benefits of this bill, which are many, which you are getting by 
way of public facilities, and you have to have an agency that has the 
legal capacity to receive it. You can’t turn the city over to a group 
of people as individuals. Do you see what I mean? 

Mr. Grucurist. Yes; I do understand. 

Senator Jackson. Now, I understand under section.84, the counsel 
has called my attention to the fact that section 84 prevides as follows: 
Transfers may be made to one or more of the following—that the 
entity has the legal authority to receive an installation: The city in 
the community; the State in which the community is located; the 
subdivision or agency of that State; private, nonprofit organizations, 
such as hospitals. 

I take it the schools are being turned over to the school district. 
You would not turn a school over to the municipality. Is there 
anyone from AEC that can correct me on that? Mr. Fennessy, will 
you answer that? 

Mr. Frennessy. You are correct, the schools will be turned over to 
Richland School District 400. Obviously you have to have a legal 
organization set up and the bill is donanet to make this possible to 
those municipal agencies in accordance with the laws-of the State of 
Washington. 

Senator Jackson. If it didn’t do that then we would be accused 
of giving away Federal assets. We wouldn’t know who they belonged 
to. Do you see what I mean? 

Mr. Gitcurist. I was going to say, Does it have to be voted to 
be a corporation before it can be a corporation? 

Senator Jackson. That is right; sure, I am not speaking for the 
State of Washington now, but obviously, you cannot have a city 
incorporated unless the people vote for it. I mean those things are 
not dictated from above. Now, what was your question? 

Mr. Gucurist. If the city votes against the corporation, the funds 
from the AEC will be withheld, is that correct? 

Senator Jackson. Certainly. They could not give it to the city, 
but they could give it to the school district. But the buildings, the 
city itself would receive. 
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Mr. Gitcurist. I am not talking about the buildings, I am talking 
about the subsidies made up in taxes. 

Senator Jackson. It is more important than that. You have 
buildings here the city will receive, your muncipal buildings here. 
Sewer lines, all those things. Maybe we could help clarify your ques- 
tion. State your question and I will try to answer it. 

Mr. Gitcarist. I think you did answer it; didn’t you? 

Senator Gorr. I would like to make it doubly clear that the law 
provides that the facilities, the properties here, the public properties 
can be transferred but can be transferred only to legal entities. There 
is no way the Government can properly give this building to me or to 
you. Now, if you and I and two more people constitute a governing 
body of a city or a school district, then it would not be given to us 
individually, but to that school district or that body. ft provides 
that they can be transferred to a city which is a legal entity, to the 
State of Washington, or to a county, or to a private, nonprofit organi- 
zation such as a hospital or cemetery. I believe these provisions are 
properly and carefull worked out. I would like to state, Mr. Chair- 
man, that, like you, I know of certain communities not incorporated, 
but in my State they are crossroads towns, not cities. All of our cities 
are incorporated, particularly if they are the size of Richland. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Gore, it is my understanding that in 
writing this provision into the bill, the committee is simply following 
the law of the State of Washington. 

Senator Gorr. We have got that marked right here {hands paper 
to witness]. Any further questions? 

Mr. Gitcurist. No; I don’t think so. 

Senator Jackson. If you have any, we want to be fair, Mr. Gil- 
christ. The purpose of this meeting is to give people a chance to be 
heard. I hope we have clarified this point. 

Mr. Giucurist. Yes; you have. Like I say, just now I have got 
a copy of the bill. 

Senator Jackson. Any time you want information, just write to us 
and we will be glad to give it to you. 

Senator Gore. Copies have been mailed. May I ask, counsel, to 
whom were the copies mailed? 

Mr. Norris. To Mr. Monson. 

Mr. Monson. May I make a statement. Originally, we received 
4 or 6 copies of the amendment. 

Senator Jackson. We are talking first about Public Law 221, which 
had been fairly well distributed to people in Richland. 

Mr. Giucurist. Fairly well distributed to those interested. There 
have been copies made available at the library. They are there now. 
As far as the amendments were concerned, there were an additional 
50 copies of the amendments reproduced at the plant here; copies 
given out to interested people and again, copies made available at the 
public library for those interested in securing and reading the amend- 
ments. 

Senator Gorr. Mr.. Mayor, is there anything this committee could 
do further to assist in the dissemination of these documents and this 
information? Is there anything you desire us to do? 

Mr. Monson. At this time, Senator Gore, I would say not. We 
have copies of Public Law 221 and we have facilities to make additional 
copies of the amendments if there are any here who are interested 
in it. 
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Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, I suggest the counsel be authorized 
to take down the names of any parties here who wish copies of the 
= amendments or the law and he be instructed to mail those to 

im. 

Senator Jackson. I think that is a very good suggestion. The 
Chair would appreciate having that information and also that as much 
notice be given as possible to the fact that copies of the amendments 
are available. We don’t want to be accused of sending out too much 
paper from Washington. Sometimes we get criticized for sending out 
too much paper, but anyone who wants a copy certainly will be able to 
receive it. 

Mr. Norris. Is Mr. Yazzolino in the audience? 

Mr. Yazzourno. Yes. 

Mr. Norris. Do I have permission from you to incorporate in the 
record the two letters of November 2, relating to financing? 

Mr. Yazzouino. Yes. 

Mr. Norris. Mr. Parcell, may I have permission from you to in- 
corporate in the record the letter of November 2, along with the letter 
from the Franklin Life Insurance Co., dealing with financing problems? 

Mr. Parce.u. Yes. 

Mr. Norris. If Mr. Joseph Stricker is in the audience, may we be 
given permission to incorporate in the record some of our conversa- 
tions as we may later decide on? 

Mr. Stricker. You may. 

Senator Jackson. Is there anyone else now who desires to be heard? 
[No response.] The Chair hears none. The Chair would like to 
state that anyone desiring to submit statements to the committee 
on the subject matter of this hearing may do so by forwarding a state- 
ment or letter to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, United 
States Capitol, Washington, D. C. The committee expects to take 
early action on these amendments. For that reason we would like 
to have these statements postmarked from the State of Washington 
by midnight, February 17. Is there any objection to that suggestion? 
[No response.] We would like to keep it open longer but we want to 
get early action on these amendments. The Chair hears no objec- 
tion. Anyone then desiring to submit such statements may have 
until midnight, February 17. That is, postmarked from the State 
of Washington not later than midnight, February 17. 

On behalf of myself and Senator Gore, we certainly wish to thank 
each and all of you for your kind attention and your coming out here 
this afternoon to participate in this hearing. Senator Magnuson 
regretted very a he could not be here today. Congressman Hal 
Holmes of this district likewise extends his regrets. They have 
assured us of their desire to assist in every way possible in getting 
early action on these amendments. 

Thank you, and we appreciate very much your being here this 
afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 3 p. m. Friday, February 10, 1956, the hearing 
was adjourned. ) 








AppENDIX A 


LETTERS ON FINANCING PURCHASES OF COMMERCIAL PROPERTY 


McVickeEr’s JEWELERS, 

1359 George Washington Way, 
Richland, Wash., November 2, 1955. 
Mr. Grorce Norris, 

Counsel for Atomic Energy Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Norris: Upon disposal of legislature by Congress and the past 
experiences of obtaining moneys for capital needs, the writer made a test case 
of his properties at 1353-1359 George Washington Way, Uptown Richland, for 
a conventional loan with national insurance companies through the well-known 
firm of Commonwealth, Inc., Portland, Oreg., under the following conditions: 
Building approximately 85- by 110-feet block construction of multiple type with 
4 tenants. Replacement cost of building $72,000. Appraised by Wheeler & 
Russell at $87,000 capitalization method. Amount of loan applied for $25,000. 


HISTORY OF TENANTS 


1. Ernies Restaurant and Cocktail Lounge, 5 years’ successful business ex- 
perience, $225,000 gross. 

2. MeVicker’s Jewelers, 16 years’ successful business experience, inventory 
$40,000 and gross $60,000. 

3. Art Studio, 3 years’ successful business experience, inventory unknown 
and gross $12,000. 

4. Helen’s Millinery, 2 years’ successful business experience, inventory un- 
known and gross $24,000. 


LOAN APPLICATION REFUSED 


. No national advertised concerns as tenants, 

. Lack of past history as to paying ability. 

. Leases with tenants on short-term basis. 

One-industry town. 

. The community being of war-industry type with its secrecy and at the 
mercy of Congress. 

6. Prime lease objection as to renegotiable clauses, etc. 

These same reasons for refusal plus limitations set + by Federal acts and 
regulations apply to other loaning institutions as well. The SBA by its limita- 
tions cannot handle the financing of commercial properties in Richland, as you 
are well aware. 

We need mortgage financing of a purchase contract type on a long-term plan at 
reasonable rates common to normal communities. 

We urge the subcommittee of the Joint Atomic Energy Commission to recom- 
mend to the committee as a whole to enact legislation to remedy the critical 
financial situation here in Richland for the successful disposal of commercial 
Pare, and to the general welfare of the small-business men. 

ery truly yours, 


or Whe 


Vireit O, McVickeEr. 


Davis Furniture Co., 
1341 George Washington Way, 
Uptown Richland, Wash., November 2, 1955. 
Mr. Grorce NorzIs, 
General Counsel, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Norris: In reply to your request for a factual history of the prob- 
lem of obtaining finance for commercial enterprises in the city of Richland, I 
submit the following: 


20 


oS)  - wo a 
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We, who own the above company, are three small-business men, who grouped 
their resources to start this furniture business. We were one of the very first in 
1949, who were able to negotiate a loan through the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation after all other sources were tried with no success. We obtained the 
loan in 1949, built our building on leased ground in the uptown business area in 
Richland and paid off the loan early this year, so our building was free and clear. 

In February of this year we stockholders decided that the warehouse, we were 
leasing from the Government at considerable expense, was costing in operational 
cost, out of proportion to present business conditions, and that we should attempt 
to build on unused area of business ate at present occupied by our store 
building, and consolidate our o tions for economy. 

I approached the National k of Commerce with whom all our business is 
conducted and was informed that due to National Banking Act regulations, they 
could loan nothing on our building, although it appraised at many times the 
amount requested. The manager told me that he understood there were some 
changes in making, that possibly would make it possible for the Small Business 
Administration Agency to participate in a joint loan, with the bank, that would 
then make the loan conform with the National Bank Act. However, he advised 
that while awaiting clarification, I try other sources. 

I then approached the Northern Life Insurance Co. of Seattle, in which I carry 
several policies, having considerable loan value. I have had a sizable home loan 
in the past with them. They said they would not be interested in any commercial 
loans in Richland, due to the peculiarities of its existence. 

I then approached the Yakima Federal Savings & Loan Association, who had 
made several small loans in the area, but they informed me that their board of 
directors felt they had all the capital they cared to commit in Richland now. 

I explored the possibilities of vot capital and found that if any were inter- 
ested, it would be on a basis of practically becoming a member of the concern, 


without the obligations, due to the interest rates, etc. 

At this time, the manager of the National Bank of Commerce advised me that 
the Small Business Administration had advised him they were in a position to 
oe a loan application for a participation loan only in participation with 


The manager of the bank and I went to Seattle to the regional office of SBA. 
Their first request was that I, as principal stockholder, liquidate my personal 
assets or assign them to be paid directly on the loan, which the manager of the 
bank, Mr. Sellin, informed them he felt to be unreasonable, as the amount of loan 
requested was of such a small percentage of the total assets to be mortgaged. 
The building with addition to be of around $100,000 securing a $40,000 loan. 

After much more detail they consented and granted a loan on a 70-30 partici- 

ting basis, guaranteed by all the stockholders, to be paid back on a 7-year 

asis, which makes the payments high but possible. I later cut the size of the 
addition to $25,000 after passage of disposal bill, hoping to make us eligible for a 
loan to buy our ground; however, the bank informs me that due to their com- 
mercial policy on loans being 60-percent limits, in all probability I will not be 
eligible, depending, of course, on the final value set on the ground we now lease 
from the Atomic nergy Commission. 

In light of my bank’s opinion an available finance for purchase of our ground 
upon disposal, further inquiry shows that only under the most favorable conditions 
economically, and Richland is not considered to be such an area, the life-insurance 
companies would be limited to 66% percent and banks 60 percent of total value. 
This still leaves considerable gap between possible available funds and purchase 
peice, as we are a small concern with our available capital committed for operating 

nds. 

In light of above experiences it is pertinent that we, the commercial interests, 
are in need of long-term financing by the Government or one of its agencies, at 
reasonable terms and interest rates. 

Yours truly, 
Paut R. Lewis, 
Manager and Secretary and Treasurer. 
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CoMMONWEALTH, INCc., 
243 Symons Street, Richland, Wash., November 2, 19565. 
Mr. Grorce NoORRIs, 
Counsel, Atomic Energy Commission, 
Richland, Wash. 


Dear Mr. Norris: As a supplement to our letter regarding commercial financ- 
ing, the following is general information on Commonwealth, Inc. 
Commonwealth, Inc., with a home office in Portland, Oreg., and branch mort- 
gage offices in Richland, Wash., Boise, Idaho, Salem, Oreg., and Anchorage, 
Alaska, is now servicing mortgage loans in excess of $85 million covering properties 
located in Oregon, Idaho, Wyoming, California, Washington, and Alaska. We 
are loan correspondents for major insurance companies Although the majority 
os our business is home loans, we have placed many commercial and industrial 
oans 
We have had an office in Richland, Wash., for 2 years and have continually 
made contacts with mortgage investors on the possibilities of their investing in 
this area when the disposal legislation has been passed. The attached letter 
covering financing of commercial buildings is a brief outline of the investors 
attitudes. 
Very truly yours, 
CoMMONWEALTH, INC., 
JosEPH YAZZOLINO, Jr., 
Assistant Secretary. 


COMMONWEALTH, INC., 
243 Symons Street, Richland, Wash., November 2, 1956. 
Mr. GeorGE Norris, 
Counsel, Atomic Energy Commission, 
Richland, Wash. 


Dear Mr. Norris: As per your request of this date the following is a résumé 
of what we feel is the commercial lending picture in Richland, Wash. 

There are basically four sources of mortgage money for commercial loans, 
These four are listed below and briefly explained. 

1. Life-insurance companies: The majority of life-insurance companies are 
interested in commercial loans, provided the borrower is a strong national or 
sectional business and loans are available to building owners, if the tenants are 
strong national or sectional businesses. The tenants should be on good percent- 
age leases and for a long term, 15 to 20 years. 

The majority of the insurance companies are limited by charter to a loan of 
66% percent of their appraised value of land and building. The term of the loan 
shall not exceed the term of the tenant’s lease. 

There are at present only about four properties in Richland which would fall 
into the category of probable life-insurance-company loans. 

2. Banks: National banks are limited to loans not to exceed 60 percent of 
their value on commercial properties. These loans generally do not exceed 10 
years in term. They are also interested in national tenants and loans to national 
concerns, but will loan to the smaller local businesses if the applicant meets the 
requirements of the normally conservative bank restrictions. hen loaning on 
income property the tenants should have long-term leases and would have to 
provide evidence of their operation for the past years and their ability to operate 
successfully in the future. Most lenders require evidence of the tenant’s successful 
operations for the previous 5 years. 

3. Savings and loan institutions: Savings and loan institutions are limited by 
charter generally to loans with a maximum of 60 percent of their valuation. 
Their requirements are essentially the same as banks but possibly have a more 
liberal attitude. These loans would not exceed 20 years. 

4. Small Business Administration: The Small Business Administration makes 
loans in participation with banks not to exceed 60 percent of value with a term 
not to exceed 10 years. They will not loan on income properties, nor properties 
used for amusement purposes, nor properties where there are liquor sales. There 
are relatively few properties in Richland which would be eligible for Small Busi- 
ness Administration loans. 

Since the majority of the businesses in Richland are not of the national or 
strong regional class, financing would be extremely difficult. The tenants in the 
majority of the income properties are on short-term leases and do not fit into a 
pattern which could be readily financed. Also the majority of the tenants in 
income properties have not been in business long enough to satisfy the investors 
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as to their successful operating ability. It is practically impossible to place a 
good commercial loan at present for under 5 percent interest. Probably all four 
of the above-mentioned types of investors would require interest rates in excess of 
5 percent but not exceeding 6 percent. 

The money market is extremely tight at this time and the so-called experts 
claim that money will become easier to obtain in the late spring of 1956. This 
loosening of money will make home loans easier to obtain but will not substanti- 
ally affect the commercial-loan funds. The lending requirements and restrictions 
explained above prevail in a loose money market as well as a tight money market 
and even though money presumably will be loose next year the pattern by which 
lending institutions operate would not change and the majority of the businesses 
in Richland would have a difficult time securing financing. 

Very truly yours, 
ComMMONWEALTH, INc., 
JOSEPH YAZZOLINO, Jr., 
Assistant Secretary. 


PARCELL’s AUTOMOTIVE SERVICE, 
Swift Boulevard and Wright Avenue, 
Richland, Wash., November 2, 1955. 
Mr. GeorGE Norris, Jr., 
General Counsel, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Srr: In response to your request at our meeting today, I am enclosing 
a reply received by the area manager of Franklin Life Insurance Co., in answer 
to my inquiry for a loan to purchase the real-estate property in Richland when 
offered for sale. 

Your special attention is invited to paragraphs 4 and 7 of the letter. 

Inasmuch as I acquired one of the first commercial leases in Richland, to 
build on Government leased land, I have been trying to finance buildings here 
since inception of the ground lease program and it has been difficult. 

In 1948 none of the major oil companies would lend any assistance on finance 
and it was only during 1953 that they began to lend a more helping hand by 
signing a lease that could be used for financing and then we could get only 60 
to 65 percent of the value of the building. 

We first merchants were forced to rely on private capital and I know in my 
instance that I have a substantial amount now owing on my present buildings, 
inasmuch as they have been constructed in the recent past and also the very 
high interest rates we had to pay because of the one industry town, limited trading 
area and other factors of which you are acquainted. 

Your consideration of our request and help to assist the merchants in Richland 
to obtain other than normal financing in the purchase of the real property when 
sold will be appreciated, as it is my belief that we will not be able to raise the neces- 
sary 40 or 50 percent of the land value as a down payment, but we would like to 
remain in business here and enjoy some of the fruits of being able to buy our land 
and continue business as individuals, without having to lease from some large 
corporation at high rental figures when we were the pioneers who helped build 
and make business here in Richland in the beginning when big business would 
not come here. 

Thank you for your consideration and any help you might give us. 

Sincerely, 
James R. PaRrce.t. 


Tue FRANKLIN Lire INsuRANCE Co., 
Springfield, Ill., September 16, 1955. 
Mr. Laurence N. Rynp, 
Area Manager, The Franklin Life Insurance Co., 
Yakima, Wash. : 
Dear Mr. Rynp: Vice President Becker has discussed the contents of your 
ingery with regard to Mr. James Parcell, our very fine policyholder. 

e have on occasion made loans on service stations which were leased to 
national concerns, such as Sinclair, Texas Co., Union Oil, et al., such loans in 
all instances having been predicated upon the leases from those tenants being 
sufficient in term and guaranteed rental amount to amortize our investment. 

Due to the special nature of the property and the comparative risk in investment 
we have in no instance made such a loan without the protection of such leases. 
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Our entire investment program has been based upon commercial and industrial 
loans on properties leased to the so-called ‘“‘blue chip’? companies, wherein the 
lease provides basically for the amortization of our investment. In certain 
instances, also, we have loaned against regional and extremely strong local 
credits, however, such loans have always been on a much lower basis than those 
to eee leased to national concerns. 

you know, under the laws of the State of Illinois our maximum loan in any 
event is 66% percent of fair market value, or cost. 

Naturally, if it is possible to assist you and our policyholder, we will be more 
than happy to do so and in order to give consideration, would appreciate your 
furnishing us with general information as to the following: 

1. General lease data, including copies of any leases in force. 

2. Credit information on proposed borrower. 

3. Anticipated cost of the stations. 

4. Photographs of the improvements in each instance. 

5. Operational income and expense data for the past few years. 
6. City map with location of stations indicated. 

Upon receipt of this data, we will be more than happy to give prompt considera- 
tion, however, we again wish to emphasize that the loans in any event would have 
to be based upon strong oil company leases, with guaranteed rents. 

We will appreciate hearing from you, at your early convenience. 

With all good wishes for a successful year, we are 

Yours very truly, 
Cuarues C. BARRETT, 
Manager, Mortgage Loans. 





SeaTtLe-First NATIONAL Bank, 
RICHLAND BRANCH, 
Richland, Wash., February 10, 1956. 
Mr. George Norais, Jr., 


Counsel, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Norris: On approximately November 7, 1955, I talked to you in 
quite some detail with regard to the financing problem facing the commercial 
facility lessees of Richland in buying the land and/or buildings, as the case may 
be, and in making this shitteseaion 2 will also include the local individuals who 
will be looking for funds shortly to be used in buying their homes. 

As you know, I am manager of the Richland branch, Seattle-First National 
Bank, the largest commercial bank in the State of Washington, with 68 branches, 
and the 24th largest national bank in the United States, with an office in Richland 
and Hanford since the project started. This bank naturally feels they have an 
obligation to assist in every way possible in the orderly disposal of Richland. 
During the last 4 months representatives of this bank have been attempting to 
locate outlets for mortgages on Richland property to bolster that amount of 
money the Seattle-First feels that they can put into Richland. 

At present we have a real-estate-mortgage expert of ours in New York trying 
to line up funds and companies for whom we could broker loans on homes, with 
FHA backing and possibly those very few commercial property deals that could 
qualify for loans to purchase their building or ground. So far we have had no 
success in locating par money because of the very tight money market, and if 
funds are available it is on a discount basis which, in the case of Richland, is of 
no assistance as it would be foolish to assume that the buyer of Richland pro y 
would pay a premium to secure finaneing of his proposed home or land purchase. 

The only way that I can see, in my opinion, for an orderly disposal of Richland 
would be that the AEC or the selling agent have the necessary authority to take 
back mortgages and notes unto themselves with FHA insurance, and on the 
same terms as FHA. This would enable the AEC to sell certain mortgages on 
the open market to either insurance companies, savings and loan associations or 
commercial banks in assembled blocks of one to two million dollars at whatever 
the going rate of discount is at the time. 

It is my feeling that unless the selling agent or AEC has this authority business 
property, as well as residence property, will have a difficult time securing proper 
financing and the disposal of Richland will not be a success but rather an unhappy 
mess. 

The job, to my way of thinking, has to be handled on an assembly-line basis 
making it just as simple as possible for the individual to get financing, and unless 
this is done the Government will end up with a lot of dogs and cats (prefabs, 
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du pe precuts, and Government-constructed commercial buildings) because, 
oan mark my words, the financing agencies, such as insurance companies, savings 
and loans and commercial banks are going to be very selective in the type of 
business buildings and residences that they will finance. 
Again, I state that it all boils down at this time to a tight money market, and 
from = looks of things this condition will continue for some time. 
incerely, 






J. C. Srrickxer, Manager, 







Tue Nationa, Bank or CoMMERCE OF SEATTLE, 
Ricaianp Branca 


Richland, Wash. 
Mr. Frank J. MEISTRELL, 
Deputy Administrator, Housing and Home Finance Agency, 
Washington, D.C 

Dear Mr. MEIsTRELL: The announcement naming HHFA as the sales agent 
for Richland and the various newspaper articles queens information relative to 
financing and disposal procedure has created considerable discussion, uncertainty 
and confusion in the minds of Richland residents. As manager of the Richland 
branch, National Bank of Commerce, Richland, Wash., we are being called upon 
constantly to explain and clarify statements regarding the financing program. 
This obviously is very difficult and almost impossible for us to do since none of 
the HHFA policies or procedures regarding this matter have been discussed with 
our local banks on a direct basis. 

Some of the matters of utmost concern in Richland at this time are as follows: 

1. Availability of mortgage money: Statements have been made indicating 
sufficient capital is available for the financing of homes and commercial properties 
during the disposal transition period in Richland. Our thorough inquiries have 
made it appear most doubtful. Some real-estate brokers claim to have a limited 
amount from some insurance companies and the local savings and loan association 
has a very small sum but it appears the top figure available from all possible 
financing source at this time would be $8 million to $10 million and then only on 
residential properties on a very selective basis. Most earnest efforts on the part 
of some of the officers of the National Bank of Commerce and the Seattle-First 
National Bank have failed completely in obtaining funds for mortgage purposes 
even from our most inuflential correspondent contacts in New York, Chicago, and 
other places. 

2. Commercial property financing: Serious concern is expressed by the business- 
men on how they will be able to purchase the land or land and buildings as the 
case may be when they become available for sale. Neither the banks, Small 
Business Administration, nor any insurance company has indicated availability 
of funds for this purpose in this disposal program. I can say truthfully the 
merchants are not financially strong because of their very brief existence in a 
young community where capital expenditures have been severe and where profit 
margins have been low. Operating expenses have been above the national average. 
An amendment providing for long-term financing of business properties similar to 
that available for residential has been ae and it is hoped will be passed 
expeditiously. Unless some medium of financing of this nature is provided, in our 
aes the sale of the business properties and the situation of the businessmen in 
this community will be catastrophic. On this a we cannot be too emphatic. 

3. Statements have been made and quoted by the newspapers that prospective 
home purchasers in Richland can finance p d improvements at the time the 
home is purchased if their plans and costs known. This approach can only 
result is delay and confusion and most heartily recommend that only the sale of 
real estate be considered on this first go-around. FHA title I financing is available 
for those improvements being considered by interested and prospective home 
purchasers and should be adequate to handle better than 90 percent of the inquiries 
and propositions presented. 

4. The timing of the sale appears to be a matter of real concern and know your 
agency will give this matter very careful attention in consultation with the local 
AEC office and our banks. Because of our intimate acquaintanceship with the 
people and the needs of this community in the years that we have been serving 
them, we believe that we do have some knowledge and information and experience 
that pon be helpful in making this transition period as smooth and efficient as 

e. 

5. At this time we are very much of the opinion the HHFA should handle all 

of the sales in this community on the first go-around and then disposing of mort- 
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gages to private institutions in such amounts as they are able to handle and serv- 
ice. In the event it becomes difficult to sell the mortgages on a direct basis, you 
may be assured that our banks in Richland will be pleased to act as servicing agents 
on these mortgages. Our modern facilities with trained personnel and experience 
could be a practical solution in working out these problems on a local level which 
I feel sure would be appreciated by the biggest majority of home and commercial 
purchasers. 

We are looking forward to the opportunity of working with you on this big 
transition program and hope we can have a conference with you as promptly as 
possible upon establishing your office in Richland so that we can be brought up 
to date quickly on the policies and procedures that will be employed in the sales 
program. Please call on us if we can be of assistance in any way. 

Sincerely yours, 
Bert L. Seviin, Manager. 


APPENDIX B 
Oruer Letrers RECEIVED FOR THE RECORD 


FepeRAL LEASEHOLDERS, INc., 
Richland, Wash., February 17, 1956. 


Subject: Proposed amendments to Public Law 221, 84th Congress, chapter 543, 
Ist session 
The Joint CoMMITTEE ON ATomic ENERGY, 
Subcommittee on Community Disposal, 
Washington, D. C. 


(Attention: Hon. John J. Dempsey.) 


Dear CONGRESSMAN Dempsey: This letter is written to avail ourselves of the 
opportunity offered by Senator Jackson and Senator Gore to submit additional 
material after the close of the recent subcommittee hearing in Richland. We 
wish to reaffirm our stand at the hearing that we favor the amendments to Public 
Law 221 which were the subject matter of the hearing. With respect to the 
choice of amendments to section 36a, we favor the first change and are opposed 
to the alternate. 

We believe that the record adequately sets forth our views with regard to 
section 36a and that it would not be particularly useful to elaborate our stand 
at the present time. We are, however, most anxious to set the record straight 
with respect to the Government’s so-called “veversionary interest’’ in the tenant’s 
buildings in Richland—a matter which if not put aright at the outset of disposal 
could seriously interfere with the program. 

A clear understanding of the question necessitates the recital of a bit of local 
history. After the war, the Hanford plant and the community went along at 
the pace established by the warbuilt facilities, until, in 1948-49, the end results 
of the major peacetime construction program at Hanford became clearly evident. 
The population of the town was increasing rapidly and the need for new local 
businesses was pressing. At this time AEC and General Electric undertook a 
promotional effort on a rather large scale, to bring new. businesses. to town. 
Amongst other things, the Commission and General Electric Co. prepared a lease 
form which was used in the project’s promotional work, and which is the basis 
bored pane variations from case to case, for all tenure of commercial property in 

ichland. 

At the time the lease form was prépared, the project had had no exerience what- 
ever with regard to structures erected by private capital. All the stores were 
then in Government buildings, occupied under lease or license agreements. The 
expansion program was designed as a departure from this system, in furtherance 
of the withdrawal of the Government from such activities and with an eye to the 
eventual dispesal of the town. 

The lease form runs to more than 5,000 words and, without being unduly 
critical, it can be said that it is prolix, complicated and seldom read. It abounds 
in technical provisions and is as replete with unintertesting “fine print’’ as any 
insurance policy. The merchants had no hand whatsoever in shaping either its 
content or itsform. It was merely one of the many papers handed to them when 
they were asked to submit competitive bids. ' 

Embedded in this document is the following provision, which has now arisen 
to haunt and bedevil the sale of commercial properties: 
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“Upon expiration of the term of this lease, or any renewal thereof, title to the 
buildings erected upon the demised premises shall vest in the Commission, and the 
buildings shall thereupon become part of the realty.” 

Our lawyers tell us that this creates a future interest in the Government, which 
must be recognized and dealt with. All of us had a chance to examine and consider 
the lease form and, of course, all of us signed it. It now has to be decided what it 
was the Government bargained for and what its bargain is worth. 

In fairness to us, however, it must be recounted that the leases clearly provided 
that title to the buildings was to remain in the tenant during the entire life of the 
lease, no matter how the buildings might be affixed to the land; and that all of us 
were given clearly to understand that since the town would be sold in a few years 
anyway there was little or no possibility that the provision for vesting title to our 
buildings in the Government would ever become operative. 

In the beginning of the expansion a. leases were granted for periods of 
10, 15, and 20 years, but all with such renewal rights that even the tenants with 
the shortest terms could look forward to a 20-year occupancy as a matter of right. 
It was then believed by the project officials that the businessmen who were 
being recruited from neighboring cities, looked upon Richland as rather a specula- 
tive venture and that they would probably erect buildings whose useful life was 
well within the term of years provided by the lease. The question was whether 
the buildings would really be substantial and up to the standards of the solid 
exonomic life of the town then believed to be in prospect. AEC’s solicitude in 
these respects was evidenced by very strict building requirements, which included 
the right of approval of drawings and field inspections. But a nagging question 
remained. What if a merchant came to town, built a taxpayer to serve out the 
term of his lease, and afterwards left a depleted rattletrap to clutter the business 
district? There were only two possible ways to provide against this in the lease 
form: first, to require a substantial deposit or bond to assure clearance of the site; 
and second, for the Government to take over and perform this service itself. 
The decision ultimately made was not to require a deposit or a bond, but rather 
that AEC would assume the burden of handling depleted properties itself. 

This, we respectfully submit, is all there is to the lease provision in question. 
It was never intended to give the Government any beneficial or substantial in- 
terest in the businessmen’s buildings, but was an assumption by the Commission, 
in, self-defense, of a civic burden. This was a protective title or interest and the 
use of the term “reversionary interest’’ is wrong and very misleading. 

What is happening or at least so we understand, is that some of AEC’s people 
are propounding the theory that appraisals of commercial property should be 

overned by formulas applicable to an owner-investor whose property has been 
‘let for the expected and planned purpose of appreciation of the realty—that is to 
say, where the enhancement of realty values was the very purpose of the bargain. 
It is not difficult at all to mistake words for values in a case like this. Suppose, for 
example, that the owner of some suburban acres leases several store sites at a very 
low rental in order to get a shopping center started and, in view of his low rents, 
concludes a bargain that he shall become the owner of the tenant’s buildings at the 
end of 10 years. At year 6, let us say, this landlord is undoubtedly the owner of 
the more important interests in the property, as between him and his tenants. 

All of this is interesting doctrine but wholly inapplicable to the facts at hand. 
The merchants of Richland have paid, and are paying, steep rents to AEC. ‘ The 
merchants paid for their buildings in full, without a dollar’s subsidy or concession 
of any kind. The duty to repair is solely an obligation of the merchant, who 
likewise must pay his taxes on the buildings with no help from AEC. We cannot 
emphasize too strongly that AEC has contributed absolutely nothing to the 
tenants’ buildings. 

We do not believe that AEC had the slightest intention of acquiring a beneficial 
interest in the businessmen’s buildings, and the recognition now of important 
Government rights in these buildings would be a gross injustice. It was the 
Commission’s dominant purpose to create a free economy in the town and to rid 
itself as far as possible of tenant responsibilities. It certainly ought not to be 
inferred that the Commission was dabbling in other people’s buildings for a profit 
and if it had been, we can only say that such a purpose would have been most 
improper. 

o sum up, we acknowledge that in our leases we appear to have contracted 
away a future interest in our buildings; but we contend that when the bargain is 
understood and the contract is fairly and reasonably interpreted, it is quite plain 
that the Government’s interest in the buildings is of no value whatever. We 
respectfully submit that simple justice requires that this ‘interest’? be removed 
entirely from consideration by the appraisers. 











28 PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO PUBLIC LAW 221 


To accomplish this purpose we suggest that a new sentence be added to section 
33 of Public Law 221, so that that section would read as follows: 

“Sec. 33. Basis OF APPRAISAL. meses for lots sold pursuant to the provisions 
of section 57a, the appraised value s be the current fair market value of the 
Government’s inte in the property. Interests of the Government 
under existing leases of commercial prapetty which entitle the Government to 
no more than the transfer at the expiration of a term of years of buildings erected 
and owned by tenants shall be disregarded in determining the fair mnandierabes 
of the Government’s interest in commercial properties.” 

Respectfully submitted. 

FepERAL LEASEHOLDERS, INc., 
By Vrreart O. McVickers, 
irman. 





RicHuanp, Wass., February 14, 1956. 
Representative Joun J. Dempsey, 
Chairman of Subcommittee on Communities, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Sir: I am definitely o posed to declaring the 1-, 2-, and 3-bedroom pre- 
fabs or any other housing in Richland substandard. This housing can-be kept 
in good condition and lived in for a good many years yet; any area can become 
a slum area if allowed to. It is up to each individual to keep their homes and 
“aw in good repair. 

hese are my suggestions and opinions and those of many of my friends. 
Thank you. 
incerely yours, 
Mrs. Rosert Lisowskt. 





1708 McCie.uan Strent, 
Richland, Wash., February 14, 1956. 
Senator Henry M. Jackson, 


In care of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Washington, D. C. 

As I was unable to appear at the hearing on the disposal of Richland February 
10. I will make my comments as brief as possible. 

I have lived in a 1-bedroom prefabricated house here in Richland, since Septem- 
ber 5, 1944, and it is in as good condition as it was when we moved into it. 

We would like to buy this house and lot when the property is offered for sale; 
we also feel that the price will be reasonable. 

We would like to enlarge the house, as we need another bedroom, also we would 
like to enlarge the bathroom and install a bathtub, as there are only showers in 
all prefab houses. 

e would like also to put a foundation under the house as the present ones are 
inadequate. 

We find that under some of the present building codes that we will be unable to 
make these changes, and hope that something can be worked out so that these 
changes can be made. 

These houses are good comfortable houses, and with a few changes and founda- 


tions put under them they would be good houses for the next 25 years. 


I see in no way why these houses should create a slum area as James E. Minor 
remarked, and certainly not juvenile delinquency. Nearly all of the crimes that 
— been committed by juveniles come from the better homes and higher-paid 
employees. 

hese houses have been good enough for these hundreds of families who lived 
in them all of these past 12 years and make all of these big salaries they are bring- 
ing home. “How come” all of a sudden they become substandard? 

Senator Jackson, the leaders of the group that are opposed to the sale of Rich- 
land are mostly members of the United World Federalists, as perhaps you already 
know. I don’t feel that the good citizens of Richland should be dominated by a 
group like them. 

We hope and pray that some good system can be worked out so that we can 
buy our homes here and live as American citizens should live. 

Yours truly, 
Mrs. Cuaries E. Benton, 


x 








